We present a new topological method for the study of the dynamics of dissipative PDE's. The method is based on the concept of the selfconsistent apriori bounds, which allows to justify rigorously the Galerkin projection. As a result we obtain a low-dimensional system of ODE's subject to rigorously controlled small perturbation from the neglected modes. To this ODE's we apply the Conley index to obtain information about the dynamics of the PDE under consideration.
Introduction
Even in the setting of infinite dimensional dynamics many of the dynamical objects of interest are low dimensional, e.g. equilibria, periodic orbits, connecting orbits, horseshoes, etc. In this paper we introduce techniques which, in principle, allow for the rigorous verification of such solutions for a wide variety of partial differential equations. Our approach is to combine rigorous computer calculations with topological invariants to obtain accurate existence statements. To demonstrate these techniques we have chosen to study the the KuramotoSivashinsky equation [12, 19] u t = −νu xxxx − u xx + 2uu x (t, x) ∈ [0, ∞) × (−π, π)
subject to periodic and odd boundary conditions u(t, −π) = u(t, π) and u(t, −x) = −u(t, x).
The following theorem is a prototype for the results which can be obtained.
Theorem 1.1 Let u(x) =
28 k=1 a k sin(kx) where the a k are given in Table 1 . Then, for ν = 0.1 there exists an equilibrium u * (x) for (1) such that ||u * − u|| L 2 < 2.71547 × 10
and ||u * − u|| C 0 < 2.06706 × 10 −13 .
Having stated this theorem we now try to put the result into the context of the goals of our methods. To begin with it needs to be emphasized that the computations which lead to this result are rigorous in the sense that we have employed interval arithmetic to overcome all errors introduced by the fact that we are using floating point arithmetic in our calculations.
As it will become clear in the later sections, this result is obtained by studying the full partial differential equation rather than attempting to solve a boundary value problem. While from the point of view of traditional numerical analysis this approach may appear inefficient, it is an important point. To be more precise, our method does not attempt to directly approximate any particular The Conley index theory is a far reaching topological generalization of Morse theory. In particular, this index can be used to prove the existence of periodic orbits, connecting orbits, and chaotic dynamics [4, 20, 18, 2, 16] . It has been numerically observed that for various parameter values (1) contains these types of dynamical objects. In principle, combining earlier rigorous numerical methods [14, 15, 17, 1, 7, 24, 25] with the techniques described in this paper and the above mentioned index theorems will lead to rigorous proofs of the existence of periodic orbits and even chaotic dynamics. However, we do not pursue these more complicated structures in this paper for two reasons. First, finding the appropriate isolating neighborhoods is more complicated in these cases and our goal here is to emphasize the fundamental ideas associated with the methods. The second, and more important point, is that a straightforward application of the earlier numerical methods would lead to large computations -which we believe can be avoided by alternative methods (see for example [23] ). This latter point is currently being investigated.
Returning to our discussion of Theorem 1.1, an obvious question concerns the stability of u * . For this we have no definitive answer. As was indicated before our method does not directly approximate u * and therefore we do not obtain uniqueness results or hyperbolicity results. On the other hand, being a generalization of the Morse index the Conley index does contain some information about the stability or instability of the dynamics in the isolating neighborhood. Thus, what can be asserted is the following. Assume that u * is a hyperbolic fixed point, i.e. all eigenvalues have nonzero real part, and that u * is the only solution which remains within either the L 2 or C 0 bounds of u for all time, then u * has exactly two unstable eigenvalues, i.e. its unstable manifold is two dimensional. We hope to treat this problem in a subsequent paper.
It should be mentioned that even though we are doing the computations via an approximation of the full partial differential equation, we never integrate the equations. Rather, as will be made clear in Section 2 the computations are reduced to solving a set of inequalities. It is for this reason that we are able to get such sharp bounds on the equilibria. As the following theorem demonstrates we can, in fact obtain bounds on the level of the floating point accuracy. By now it is a well demonstrated principle that the asymptotic behavior of a wide variety of infinite dimensional dynamical systems is finite dimensional [9, 8, 21] . The Kuramoto-Sivashinsky equation (1) is a particularly well studied example of such a system [6] . In fact, it is known that (1) posses an inertial manifold and therefore, that there exists a family of ordinary differential equations that exactly describes the asymptotic dynamics. Unfortunately, the estimates for the dimension of these manifolds make them impractical for our purposes [11] .
We mention these methods to emphasize that our approach does not directly make use of any of these results. What appears to be essential for our techniques is that the spectrum of the linear operator for the evolution equation is not clustered near the imaginary axis. This is in contrast to the inertial manifold techniques which strongly rely on gap conditions of the spectrum or cone conditions from the flow. Our approach is to use the computer to restrict our attention to that portion of phase space in which the desired dynamics (for this paper the fixed points) occur. Obviously, by restricting the phase space one can get much better estimates. This sets up a loop by which one can continuously improve the estimates until the desired bounds are reached.
Our analysis of the fixed points for (1) was motivated in part by the work of Jolly, Keverkidis, and Titi [10] . In particular, using a 12 mode traditional Galerkin approximation, they produced a bifurcation diagram for ν ∈ (0.057, ∞). We used their reported solutions to test our methods. In particular, as is indicated below we were able to find and prove the existence of an equilibrium point on each of their stable branches. Unfortunately, we used a fairly primitive search procedure and therefore missed a few unstable branches. Our expectation is that by combining our methods with a continuation package, one could produce a rigorous bifurcation diagram with fairly precise bounds in a computationally inexpensive manner.
Below we include some of the steady states we found.
• ν = 0.5. Two stable unimodal fixed points
• ν = 0.3. Two stable unimodal fixed points
• ν = 0.127, ν = 0.125. A stable and unstable bimodal fixed point. Negative branch is stable, positive one is unstable with apparently two-dimensional unstable manifold.
Our primitive search procedure did not find a solution on the bi-tri branch.
• ν = 0.1 An bimodal stable and unstable (2 unstable directions) and two unstable trimodal fixed points (both with 1-dimensional unstable manifold)
We did not find an unstable branch connecting bi-tri branch with quadrimodal branch.
• ν = 0.08 A bimodal stable (neg. branch) and unstable (2 unstable directions) fixed points. A pair of stable fixed points close to R 3 t 2 (see [10] ). A pair of unstable trimodal fixed points (1 unstable direction).
We did not find a branch connecting bi-tri and quadimodal branches.
• ν = 0.0666.., ν = 0.063 Two unstable bimodal points, two stable trimodal points and two stable solutions apparently belonging to the giant branch.
We are lacking two unstable branches which are present in [10] .
• ν = 0.062, Two stable trimodal points and two stable points from giant branch
• ν = 0.045, Two stable points from giant branch and pairs of unstable triand quadrimodal fixed points
• ν = 0.04, Two stable giant fixed points. Two stable quadrimodal fixed points. Two unstable trimodal points.
• ν = 0.029 Two unstable quadrimodal points.
The Method
Our method begins with the reduction of the full dynamical system to a lower dimensional system which can be studied numerical. In particular, we begin with a nonlinear evolution equation in a Hilbert space H (L 2 in our treatment of Kuramoto-Sivashinsky) of the form
where domain of F is dense in H. Furthermore, we assume that {φ i | i = 0, 1, . . .} forms a complete orthogonal basis for H.
In the case of the Kuramoto-Sivashinsky equation
, where L is a linear part and B is a nonlinear part, the functions {ϕ i } are chosen to be eigenvalues of L.
Fix m ∈ N and let P = P m : H → X m = X be the orthogonal projection from H onto the finite dimensional subspace spanned by {φ 1 , φ 2 , . . . , φ m }. Let
be the complementary orthogonal projection. Finally, let
be the orthogonal projection onto the subspace generated by φ k .
Given u ∈ H, let P u = p and Qu = q. Equation (3) can be rewritten as dp dt
The strategy adopted is fairly simple: study the dynamics of the low dimensional Galerkin projection (4) to draw conclusions about the dynamics of (3). Before turning to the precise conditions, consider the following heuristic description of our approach.
Let
Furthermore, given q j ∈ V j assume that lim j→∞ ||q j || = 0. Our only knowledge concerning the higher order modes or "tails" of the solutions is that they project into V . This implies that our knowledge of the vector field is reduced to the following differential inclusion dp dt
where p ∈ W . Numerical calculations on this equation are used to find topological invariants (the Conley index, the fixed point index) which guarantee the existence of specific dynamics, e.g. fixed points, periodic orbits, symbolic dynamics, positive entropy, etc. It is simultaneously argued that the topological invariant is the same for any Galerkin system of the form dp j dt
where p j ∈ W j . Thus, the same dynamical object exists for each sufficiently high Galerkin approximation. Finally, it is shown that the limit of these objects leads to the desired dynamics for the full system (3).
Self-consistent Bounds
As one might expect the orthomormal basis {φ i } and the sets W and V must be chosen with care. The first issue that needs to be dealt with is analytic in nature -solutions to the ordinary differential equations must approximate solutions of the partial differential equation. This leads to the following definition.
a sequence of pairs {a
bounds for (3) if the following conditions are satisfied:
Our goal is to numerically solve (4) on W and draw conclusions about the dynamics of (3) on the set W ⊕ V ⊂ H. To do this we will make use of the following results, the first two of them are obvious. Lemma 2.2 Given self-consistent apriori bounds W and {a
is a solution to (3), if and only if, for each k ∈ N and all t ∈ [0, T ]
Proof. (⇒) This direction follows directly from the projection of (3) onto each of the basis elements.
(⇐) Assume that (6) is satisfied for each k ∈ N and all t ∈ [0, T ]. Let
First observe that from C3 it follows immediately that
It needs to be shown that
This is equivalent to showing that
We will estimate the three terms on the right hand side separately. From lemma 2.3 it follows for a given ǫ > 0 there exists n 0 such that n > n 0 implies
From now on fix n > n 0 . Again lemma 2.3 and the mean value theorem implies
Finally, for h sufficiently small,
and hence the desired limit is obtained.
Conley Index
Proposition 2.4 indicates that given self-consistent apriori bounds W and {a ± k }, finite time solutions to (6) are solutions to the full partial differential equation. Thus, the goal of this paper is to find solutions to (6) . Of course, numerically one can only study (4) restricted to W and then argue that the resulting numerical solution is an approximation to a solution to (3) . Hence, rather than attempting to approximate specific trajectories in W directly, the objective is to compute a Conley index for (4) and then show that this index information is sufficient to guarantee a solution for (3) .
In order to describe this index the following definitions are needed. Let
m be a continuous flow generated by a differential equatioṅ
If, in addition, for any z ∈ ∂N , there exists t z > 0 such that
then N is an isolating block. Given an isolating neighborhood N , the associated maximal invariant set Inv (N, ϕ) is an isolated invariant set.
The easiest way to verify the existence of an isolating block is through local sections. Definition 2.6 Ξ ⊂ R n is a local section for ϕ if for some ǫ > 0
is a homeomorphism and
A special form of local section is a hypersurface which is transverse to the flow. More formally, let Ξ ⊂ R n be an n − 1 dimensional manifold with normal
It is straightforward to check that N is an isolating block if ∂N can be written as the union of the closure of local sections with the property that (7) is satisfied at every point in the intersection of the closure of the sections.
In this paper the focus is both on proving the existence of equilibria and providing tight bounds on the location of the equilibria. To do this requires have good isolating blocks. With this in mind consider the linear ordinary differential equationż
Assume that the origin is a hyperbolic fixed point. Without loss of generality it can be assumed that B is in Jordan normal form. Generically, to each real eigenvalue there is associated a 1-dimensional eigenspace and to each pair of complex conjugate eigenvalues there is an associated 2-dimensional eigenspace.
Thus, R n can be decomposed into the product of eigenspaces, i.e.
In what follows we will use the following notation,
Our interest is not on the dynamics of (10) on the entire phase space, but rather on a prescribed compact subset. Since our goal is to understand the equilibria of (10) consider a neighborhood of the origin,
The following result is obvious, but to make a point crucial to the results of this paper we will provide the proof.
Lemma 2.7 The compact set N is an isolating block for (10).
Proof. Since B is in Jordan normal form the system decouples according to
If V i = R, then (10) reduces toż i = λ i z i . Since B is hyperbolic λ i = 0, and (10) reduces tȯ
where by hyperbolicity α i = 0. So again for
To see why this trivial argument is of importance, consider the more interesting example ofż
where f : R n → R n is o(||z|| 2 ) at 0 and E represents a known bounded error. In our situation E arises from numerical errors and approximations. More precisely, we assume that there are known constants c i such that
Observe that a sufficient condition for N to be an isolating block for (11) is the following: for each i such that V i = R,
has the same sign as λ i b ± i over the set {z ∈ N | z i = b ± i }, and for each i such
has the same sign as α i over the set {z ∈ N | x 2 i + y 2 i = b i }. For the linear case the eigenvalues of B are assumed to be known and the b ± i can be chosen arbitrarily. Therefore, one can also interpret (12) and (13) as providing a set of inequalities that if simultaneously solved for b ± i provide an isolating block even in the context of numerical errors and approximations. In particular, finding isolating blocks need not involve numerically solving the ordinary differential equation.
In itself the knowledge that N is an isolating block does not imply anything about Inv (N, ϕ). To gain information concerning the isolated invariant set we will make use of the Conley index. For our purposes we need only a very small portion of the index theory and so we give a minimal operational definition (see [4, 20, 18, 2, 16] for further information).
Definition 2.8 Let N be an isolating block and let
for a sufficiently small ǫ > 0. Similarly, assume that if z ∈ ∩L + , then
No knowledge of relative homology groups is required for the applications described in this paper. The following theorem gives a formula for the index of a hyperbolic fixed point. Proposition 2.9 Let q be the number of eigenvalues of B with positive real part. Assume that for all i = 1, . . . , k either the condition associated with (12) or the condition associated with (13) are satisfied . Then,
The following theorem due to McCord [13, Corollary 5.9] , indicates that if the Conley index is a that of Proposition 2.9, then there exists a fixed point in N .
Theorem 2.10 If the Conley index has the form
for some q, then N contains a fixed point.
To indicate how these index ideas will be used in this paper let us return to the system (11) . Observe that the only assumption on the error term E was that it is bounded, therefore, it is no longer apriori true that the origin is a fixed point or that there even exists a fixed point to (11) . On the other hand the sets N and L remain unchanged. Therefore, the Conley index implies the existence of the fixed point.
A Singular Perturbation Result
As was indicated in the previous section, it is possible to find an isolating block for a finite dimensional ordinary differential equation about a fixed point by solving an appropriate set of inequalities. However, to do this requires a good estimate of the location of the fixed point, knowledge of the eigenvalues, the ability to evaluate the nonlinear terms, and estimates of associated errors. Therefore, the dimension to which one can hope to apply this procedure is obviously limited. In this section we will describe a singular perturbation result which allows one to "lift" the index computations of the previous sections to arbitrary dimensions.
The definition of self-consistent bounds related individual solutions of the infinite family of ordinary differential equations to solutions in partial differential equation. We now need to extend this definition in order to know that the index computations we perform for the finite dimensional approximation have implications for the partial differential equation. 
C5 N is an isolating block for (4) for all q ∈ k>m [a
. For Kuramoto-Sivashinsky we will make use of the following stricter form of C4.
Using the line of reasoning that was described in the analysis of (11), condition C5 can be replaced by the following assumption.
C5a
Let N be an isolating block for (4) . Let ν ± (p) be the outward normal at
We shall now discuss two singular perturbation results. The first allows one to lift isolating blocks. 
is an isolating block for the system of equationṡ
where x ∈ R r .
In the first case C5 forces the vector field to be transverse at the boundary. In the second case transversality follows from C4. Remark 2.13 For r > M equations (17) are the Galerkin projection ofu = F (u).
The direction of the vector field influences the index computation. With this in mind define 
Consider the dynamical system induced by (17) .
If for some j ∈ {m + 1, . . . , r}, dir(j) = 0, then
Assume that for all j ∈ {m + 1, . . . , r}, dir(j) = 0, and let d be the number of j ∈ {m + 1, . . . , r} such that dir(j) = 1, then
Proof. By Theorem 2.12,Ñ is an isolating block. We will present the proof of the second part of the theorem, only. Assume that for all j ∈ {m + 1, . . . , r}, dir(j) = 0. Let
r , be any flow generated bẏ
Thus, the Conley index of Inv (Ñ ) is given by
A simple argument using the Mayer-Vietoris sequence gives the desired homology groups.
Observe that C4a implies that dir(k) = −1 for all k > m. Therefore, one has the following result. 
The following theorem is used for all the results described in the Introduction. 
a fixed point for the partial differential equation (3).
Proof. Combining Theorems 2.14 and 2.10, immediately gives that for each r > M there exists a fixed point
for the Galerkin projection onto the first r coordinates.
is compact the collection {z r | r = m + 1, m + 2, . . .} contains a limit point u * . From the continuity of
it follows that P n • F (u * ) = 0 for each n ∈ N. By Proposition 2.4 u * is a fixed point for (3).
Remarks on Related Work
We are aware of at least two other results that are closely related to the methods described in this Section. The first is work of L. Cesari [3] from the early 60's which in spirit is very similar to ours. His method can be characterized as follows [22] . Let B be a Banach space. Let X be a finite dimensional subspace of B and let P : B → X be a projection. LetÑ ⊂ B be closed with the property that PÑ = N ⊂ X is compact and for every x ∈ N , P −1 (x) ∩Ñ is closed. Consider a continuous map f :Ñ → B. The goal is to find fixed points for f by studying the behavior of the projection of the map onto X.
It is obvious that u * is a fixed point of f , if and only if P u * = P f u * , and u * = P u * + (I − P )f (u * ). Cesari's method applies if and only if the following three conditions are satisfied:
is a contraction.
(ii) Given condition (i), for each x ∈ N , there exists a unique u(x) ∈Ñ such that P u(x) + (I − P )f (u(x)) = u(x). The function u : N →Ñ is continuous.
(iii) There are no fixed points of P f u : N → N on the boundary of N .
Relating this back to the context of this paper, observe that a fixed point for the partial differential equation is a fixed point for any nonzero constant time map of the corresponding semi-flow. (iii) is closely related to the condition C5. As stated (ii) is not well defined unless (i) holds. C4 is the analogous assumption to (i) and differs in two significant ways. A necessary condition to have a contraction, is for the stronger assumption of C4a to hold. However, C4a is not sufficient. An important point is that we do not make any assumptions on the direction of the vector field withinÑ . Thus, condition C4a is in principle easier to verify than (i). On the other hand, this makes it clear that we cannot guarantee uniqueness of the fixed point given our assumptions.
The other work is due to C. Conley and P. Fife [5] and is closely related to Theorem 2.14. Formulas of the form (18) are classical in the context of product systems (see [4] ). In [5] one finds a similar formula, but in that context at the parameter value for which one computes the index in the lower dimensional system, there is no higher dimensional dynamics defined. However, the higher dimensional system is defined for an arbitrarily small perturbation. The key idea is that in the proper context the lower dimensional system is normally hyperbolic. In this paper we circumvent this type of assumption using isolating blocks, C5, and imposing C4.
Estimates for Kuramoto-Sivashinsky equation
As the Hilbert space H for the Kuramoto-Sivashinsky equation (1) we choose the subspace of L 2 (−π, π) consisting of 2π-periodic and odd functions. Since u(t, x) is odd its Fourier expansion takes the form
Since u(t, x) is real, b k =b −k . Substituting (19) into (1) gives the following equationsḃ
Since we are interested in solutions with odd symmetry it follows that b k are pure imaginary. Let
Then, a k = −a −k and a 0 = 0 which results in the following infinite system of ordinary differential equationṡ
We will use these equations to draw rigorous conclusions about KuramotoSivashinsky by finding self-consistent apriori bounds for (1) that satisfy the stronger condition C4a and then applying Theorem 2.16. To do this, however, we will need to understand the errors contributed by ignoring the higher modes and the errors introduced by the use of floating point arithmetic.
Let m, M ∈ N be fixed with m ≤ M . Let W ⊂ R m and {a ± k ∈ R | k ∈ N} satisfy conditions C1 -C3 with the added constraints that
and a
for some constant C s > 0 and integer s > 1. Though technically incorrect, it is perhaps useful for the reader to think of the numerical approximation of the dynamics being computed with respect to the finite dimensional systeṁ
where
In doing so it becomes clear that there are essentially three levels of approximation that need to be dealt with. The first involves the terms in the infinite tail {a k | k > M }. These are completely absent from (23) and therefore must be absorbed as a fixed error term (think of the term E(x) in (11)). The power decay rule (22) will be used to determine this quantity. The second, involves the terms {a k | m < k ≤ M }. In principle, one could set m = M , however our strategy is to try to obtain better estimates for these terms than can be expected by the general decay of (22) . However, these terms act as constants and hence can be viewed as parameters for the system (23) . Finally, the terms {a k | k = 1, . . . , m} are the actual variables for the dynamical system being studied. It should also be kept in mind that we need to lift the index information, and therefore need to be able to verify C4a for all k.
Of course, our goal is that of rigorous computations. Therefore each of the above mentioned a i is actually an interval. The intervals associated with {a k | k = 1, . . . , m} are essentially determined by the floating point approximations. For k > m, the intervals are
To compute the above mentioned errors we return to (21) and observe that in addition to the linear part there is a finite sum of terms
a n a k−n (24) and an infinite sum of terms
Obviously bounds on these terms are necessary.
1 ≤ k ≤ M
Since F S(k) is a finite sum and we have already chosen the interval values for a n , we can explicitly compute F S(k). Perhaps it is worth noting that to evaluate F S(k) only involves the intervals {a n | n = 1, . . . , M − 1} which are chosen in such a way that we expect them to be reasonably good approximations of the actual terms.
Proof. By definition,
a n a k+n + ∞ n=M+1 a n a k+n .
With regard to the second sum
Finally, the third sum produces
In above derivation we used the following estimate
Remark 3.2 This estimate and some of those that follow can be improved by noting that
Of course, the right hand side has an explicit rational expression, but it is rather complicated for large s and so was not utilized here.
A simple extension of Lemma 3.1 leads to the following corollary.
Observe that collorary 3.3 estimates the error in the vector field due to the Galerkin projection, namely
a n a n+k (26)
k > M
Throughout this section it is assumed that k > M . Let
Proof. Expanding (24) gives
Proof. From (24) it follows that
Each of these terms will be estimated separately. The first one results in:
The second term leads to
Finally, the third term gives rise to
Turning now to the infinite sum we can obtain the following estimate.
Proof. From (25) it follows that
As in the previous case, each term is treated separately.
The remaining term leads to
Refining the Self-Consistent Bounds
The proof of our results obviously depends on having good self-consistent bounds and the precision of the final result is determined directly by these bounds. For this reason it is important to have a process by which these bounds can be improved. With this in mind consider an initial sequence of bounds {a ± k } which defines the sets
We will also assume that 1 < νm 2 .
This condition means that the Fourier modes for k ≥ m are linearly stable. We shall describe the refinement procedure under the assumption of C4a. In particular, we need that our sequence {a
We also assume that since we can numerically solve (4) , that the estimates for W are reasonably good.
We will inductively adjust a k ±, for k = m + 1, . . . , M , beginning with a ± m+1 , as follows. Let a ∈ W ⊕ V such that a k = a + k . To satisfy C4a requires thaṫ a k < 0, i.e.
This is equivalent to requiring
Of course, our goal is to make a + k as small as possible within the constraints imposed by the approximations. Since we are iteratively improving our bounds, it is reasonable to assume that a worst case equality is the best guess at this stage in the procedure. Note, we are not claiming a proof at this point, we just are seeking good bounds which later will be verified to be self-consistent bounds. So using Lemma 3.1, define f ± k to be bounds for 2IS(k) − F S(k),
The new value of a + k is given by
.
A similar argument suggests setting
This approach works up to k = M . Recall that for k > M , we set a
s . Here our goal is to improve the power of convergence, i.e. we want to increase s. Again, since we are trying to satisfy C4a the basic inequality which needs to be satisfied is (27). The estimates for F S(k) and IS(k) for k > M obviously are crucial here. However, we had two sets of estimates one for M < k ≤ 2M and the other for k > 2M . Thus, we need to choose the worst of both estimates. This is done as follows.
Given an interval I ⊂ R let
With the estimate from Lemma 3.4 in mind define
Combining this with the estimate on IS(k) given by Lemma 3.6 and multiplying by k s−1 leads to the following definition
Turning now to the bounds for k > 2M , Lemmas 3.5, 3.6, and again multiplying by k s−1 suggests setting
From Lemmas 3.4, 3.5, and 3.6 we obtain the following result.
We will use this corollary to update the decay rate for the tail terms. Again, we want (27) (which gave us C4a) to hold for all k > M . It is sufficient that
and therefore it is sufficient that
There is a similar inequality for a − k . Setting this to an equality we can define
for k > M .
A Typical Proof
This section describes the proof of the following result.
For ν = 0.75 there exists an equilibrium solution u * (x) to (1) such that ||u * − u|| L 2 < 0.052 and ||u * − u|| C 0 < 0.05 The reader should observe that this is a weaker version of Theorem 1.2. However, we present its proof since it contains all the essential features, but with a very low dimensional approximation. The rest of the results described in the introduction were proved in a similar manner.
The first step is to choose m the dimension of the Galerkin approximation and M the level to which we make specific choices for the {a ± k }. For m = 2, (23) reduces to the system of equationṡ
A simple algebraic computation shows that this system has exactly three fixed points: (0, 0)-unstable, with one-dimensional unstable manifold and two attracting fixed points u ± = (±
). Theorem 4.1 is obtained by studying the dynamics of (29) in a neighborhood of (
). The next step is to obtain self-consistent apriori bounds for (21) . It is unrealistic to expect that goods bounds can be obtained immediately. Thus, we make a reasonable guess for bounds and then try to improve them. Let
The initial estimates for [a Table 2 . The formula used to derive these initial estimates will be presented in Section 5. The reason for delaying the presentation is to emphasize the fact that the initial estimates are only estimates. Obviously, choosing good estimates allows for faster convergence and choosing terrible estimates will probably result in a failure of convergence. 
Beginning with the data in Table 2 , the refinement procedure described in Section 3.3 is used to update a ± k for k > 2. After three iterations one obtains the estimates given in Table 3 . It can now be checked that W and {a What should be clear at this point is that the uncertainty contributed by the terms not in the Galerkin projection are extremely small. Obviously, at this point most of the uncertainty is due to the size of W .
Having controlled the errors from the Galerkin truncation, the next step is to obtain an isolating block N which is topologically self consistent with W and {a k }. In determing N we use the vector field (29). Of course, the correct equations are given by (21):
a n a n+1
a n a n+2 .
Using Corollary 3.3 one obtains the following bounds on the errors, ǫ i , i = 1, 2, Thus, the equations for which the isolating neighborhood should be found areȧ
The construction of the isolating block around (1/ √ 2, −1/8) is easier if one works in coordinates determined by the eigenfunctions of the linearized equations at the fixed point. The eigenvalues are
with corresponding unit eigenvectors
Let T be the affine change of variables from (x, y) t in this new basis to the original variables (a 1 , a 2 ) t . Then, on the set T −1 (W ) (30) becomeṡ
where f 1 and f 2 are polynomials containing only terms of degree two andǫ 1 ,ǫ 2 are obtained from ǫ 1 , ǫ 2 by the transformation T . In particular, , then T (W ) ⊂ W . Thus, an isolating blockÑ ⊂W (which satisfies the error constraints) will give rise to an isolating block N = T (Ñ ) ⊂ W such that N , W and {a k } are topologically consistent. Since for each k, dir(k) = −1, Thus, all that remains is to constructÑ . In the (x, y) coordinates the error constraints become Observe that λ i < 0, hence the box is an isolating block.
Obtaining the Initial Estimates
Before beginning this section we want to once again emphasize that the proofs of the theorems in this paper are in principle independent of this section. On the other hand, good initial guesses greatly improve the speed of convergence. The estimates described in what follows apparently provide excellent initial values for the self-consistent bounds. We will follow the arguments from [10] to produce estimates for errors in the Galerkin projection. Kuramoto-Sivashinsky can be written in the form To simplify the notation, let |u| = |u| 2 , u = |A 1/4 u| 2 .
Since we are interested in bounded invariant sets we can without loss of generality assume the following apriori bounds for the invariant set under consideration:
|u(t)| ≤ ρ 0 , u(t) ≤ ρ 1 , for t > T (u(0))
We will make use of the following inequality [ 
